REMARKS 

The present application was filed on October 10, 2003 with claims 1-35. Claims 1, 2, 5, 6 
15, 16, 19, 20, 25 and 35 have been amended. Claims 11-14 and 26-34 have been provisionally 
withdrawn. Claims 1-10, 15-25 and 35 remain pending and claims 1, 15, 25 and 35 are the pending 
independent claims. 

In the outstanding Office Action dated April 24, 2006, the Examiner: (i) required under 35 
U.S.C. §121 the restriction of claims 1-35 of the above-referenced application to one of the 
following groups of claims: claims 1-10, 15-25 and 35 (Group I), claims 11-14 (Group II), and 
claims 26-34 (Group III); (ii) objected to the disclosure under M.P.E.P. §608.01 ; (iii) rejected claims 
1, 2, 5-10, 15, 16, 19-25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over P. Brittenham, 
"An Overview of the Web Services Inspection Language," (hereinafter "Brittenham") in view of S. 
Abiteboul, "Issues in Monitoring Web Data," (hereinafter "Abiteboul"); and (iv) rejected claims 3, 
4, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brittenham in view of Abiteboul 
and in view of L. Lim et al, "Characterizing Web Document Change," (hereinafter "Lim"). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the restriction requirement. The Examiner argues that each 
of the three different subcombinations have a separate utility. Applicants respectfully assert that 
there would be no undue burden in prosecuting claims 1-35 together. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully assert that the restriction requirement is improper and in the interest of conservation of 
resources for the Patent Office, as well as the Applicants, the restriction requirement should be 
withdrawn. 

In the event the outstanding restriction requirement is not withdrawn, Applicants hereby elect 
the claims of Group I, namely, claims 1-10, 15-25 and 35, for prosecution on the merits. 

With regard to the objection to the disclosure under M.P.E.P. §608.01, Applicants have 
amended the Specification to address the Examiner's objections. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully requested the withdrawal of the M.P.E.P. §608.01 objection. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1, 2, 5-10, 15, 16, 19-25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. 

§103 (a) as being unpatentable over Brittenham in view of Abiteboul, Applicants have amended 

claims 1,2,5,6, 15, 16, 19,20,25 and 35. Applicants respectfully assert that the cited combination 

fails to at least meet the limitations of the independent claims. 

Applicants have amended independent claim 1 to recite that the searching step further 
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comprises determining one or more changed service description documents in the set of one or more 
service description documents by detecting changes in one or more attributes of the one or more 
changed service description documents, wherein the searching step is configurable to be performed 
at different levels of granularity. Claims 15, 25 and 35 recite similar limitations. Support for the 
amendments can be found on page 10, lines 26-27, page 11, lines 1-5 and on page 12, lines 7-1 1 of 
the Specification. 

Brittenham discloses an overview of the Web Services Inspection Language, a service 
discovery mechanism that addresses a different subset of requirements using a distributed usage 
model. Abiteboul discloses the consideration of some applications involving web monitoring and 
some issues these applications raise. However, the cited combination of Brittenham and Abiteboul 
fails to disclose a searching step that comprises of determining one or more changed service 
description documents in the set of one or more service description documents by detecting changes 
in one or more attributes of the one or more changed service description documents, wherein the 
searching step is configurable to be performed at different levels of granularity. 

Dependent claims 2, 5-10, 16 and 19-24 are patentable at least by virtue of their dependency 
from independent claims 1 and 1 5, and also contain patentable subject matter in their own right. For 
example, amended dependent claims 5 and 1 9 recite a method and apparatus for aggregating multiple 
result sets obtained during the searching step into an aggregated result, and then making the 
aggregated result available to the client. The cited combination fails to at least disclose the 
aggregation of multiple result sets obtained during a searching step. Accordingly, withdrawal of the 
rejection to claims 1,2, 5-10, 15, 16, 19-25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 3, 4, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brittenham in view of Abiteboul and Lim, Applicants respectfully assert that the 
cited combination fails to at least meet the limitations of the independent claims. Lim discloses a 
study on how web documents change but fails to remedy the deficiencies described above. 
Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection to claims 3, 4, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is 
respectfully requested. 



10 



In view of the above, Applicants believe that claims 1-10, 1 5-25 and 35 are in condition for 
allowance, and respectfully request withdrawal of the §103 (a) rejections. 
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